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ABSTRACT ; 
thirty- -six schools vers involved in a three-year-long 
imvesetgzidon of the utility qf the Right to: Read model for assessing 
and planning needed improveme nts in School’ reading pregrams, Among 
the findings were the followina: (1); The Right to Read model was not 
vseful for addressing all’ of the improvemefit-related problems faced | 
by: the schools. In particular, it seemed too cumbersome for the 
straightforward program changes.some schools needed,+o make and too 
limited for addressing complex problems with political and fiscal 
sources. (2) The model had +o be altered or adapted in order Pa use 
at in Table The most ‘frequent adaptations, incl vd@ . 
th the use of addi a tools and strategies for diagnosing 
problen areas, and incorporating , activities te help school staffs: 
clarify their values and assumptions about progran inprovements. GB), 
The model was heipful in aiding schools in considering questions’ - 
about where ‘they were, where they wanted to be, and how they shoulda , 
get there, (Appendixes contain checkpoints for the evaluation, project 
and a chart comparing the model's ‘luplici* assumpticns about Prog ran | 
change with the "real world" ccnstr aints that the project 
encountered. ) ee aeenennen . 
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Be ' The Northwest Reading Consortium has-been a three year school improvement 
| ; - project funded Onder the Research and Deve lopment Program, National : 
, -. Institute of Education. y . 
. , ; . . - 
7 : Faur linkers, onw each in Alaska,»Idaho, Oregon ‘and Washington, worked . 
7 with 7 - 10 local schools per ee improvement of reading ingtruction.  , 


The linkers were howsed in an intermediate agency in the state; the major 


contractor for the NRC was the Washington State Department, Superintendent 
bf Public Instruction. A subcontract for development of a knowledge basé and 
technical assistance was held by the Northwest Regional Educational ; 


Laboratery (Portland, Oregon) . : 
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» 
The NRC was oripinally formed by the Right to Read Directors of the ° 


Pour eS . The design of the project provided Tor interface with 
‘cath state'é Right toe Read program and the"state R2R Planning and 
Assessment landbook ‘provided the basic model of problem-solying used 7 
with local »chools. One goal of the R@R Directors was the further elucidation 
of thé R2R model. This .paper discusses some of the learnings generated 

; through NRC experiences in the use of this modeJ-in instructional improve- 


ment efforts. .  % ; \ 
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8°" USE QF THE MIGHT TO READ MODEL FOR neta IMPROVEMENT 
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i. The primary £0al of the Northwest Reaging- Consortium has been to aid, 
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tnstructfonal fapiovement efforts in reading at Ideal schools via linkape 


with Pecan and development outcomes: The project, qriginally formed by 
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the state Right tO Read directors from Alaska, Tdaho, Oregon and Washington, 
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ete ds “ Handbook as the vehicle for 


working with local schools sis to improve reading instruction, . 
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The group problem- solving approach del tneated by the Right to ‘Read 


manual if ivenced the philosophical orientation ‘of the NRC. Districre 
g * 


? . ® 
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selected to participate in the project had pfeviously been involved in. the 
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Right to Read effort and therefore ptoject schools were at least someyhat 


a. a 


« 
“‘~ 


familiar with, and supportive of, the model. ° 
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A study of adoptions by NRC- sites, correlated with analysis ofs the 
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Gece eion~making process used is each oe showed that sites which -adhered to 
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a eas ing m model were more likely to ee outcomes. as ae 
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for the problems. For other sites, however, the par model was not wih 
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, consistently; in many cases becaus s@ the R2R ae was sais ae prope 
#) a 


riate for their needs. At a few sites, data from NRC checkpoints sppwed 
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little use of any ‘foenal problem- ~solving model. : 
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To expect any. model for decision-making to meet the needs of all schools 


is unrealistic. As Moore and Arends point out in the Belmont ee 
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Reports (NIE, November 1977), no change strategy sr ean Sie process 
2 f 


has been preven by rescarch to Lead te cannistent benefits. Th¢ R2R handbook 


) | 
i 
is directed ee particular types of propram capes School a which 
a . : ; 
are of great magnitude, severity and political impact are hey ad the scope’ 
i 3 a e 


of the R@R model; relatively. minor instructional improvement. es may be 


impeded ey the steps in the R2R precess. 2 : 8 
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The learnings henerated by these variations dn use Of ‘the R2R model 
* : = . N 2 Fes 
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fulftlled a ehewna Real af the NRC: The further eJue fdatidan ee the model, 
—— . x ek . ‘ . 2 
_§ The, projret design supported g m 


PepPPperted a developmenral oe nee which led, over a - 
° - a de 
three-year pertod, to modification and refinen 


fhent’ of the R2R problem-solvi ing 


profess, Expectations: around i Higa of research and dev 


elopment | out— 
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comes, the- length of ttme linkers were fnvolved with sitestand formal 
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i vlinker training influenced> the developmental nature of the project. 
, : ‘ ae 
As a result of project: expertences, 
.- * 
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meet monitering needs of the project, adanted to individual needs of local 


R2R peaesereeteek expanded to - 
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x 


sites and modified to meet needs of ‘secondary schools. 


The use of diagnostic 
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‘tools, the incorporation of organizational development Slrategies; the 
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identification of the importance of clarifying educational values and role . 
Perceptions represent areas in which the R2R model was supplemented. 
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* The concentkated use af the a Planning and Assessment Randbook as the ‘ . 
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) model for. group problem-solving activities related to improvement of reading ° 
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. faStruction supgested diz ‘ections For the devel Jopment of a pore iS ie set 
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“Of puidelines maiintaining the structure and philosophy of the Right to Read 
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manual.  Sueh poidel ines would also be 
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applicable td improvement efforts in 
» * \ 
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a ether basic skill areas. 
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The ROR model js eesentlally an application of a Planning, Programming, 
, Budyeting System {Ppprs > it is designed to facilitate use of the knowledge 
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, a . ee P yoy sea: are 
(data) and procenses necesyary for what Corrigan calls predictable education 


ts minatite ment CA S¥St em Approach for Fducation, 1969). 
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According to Corrigan, 
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the peal of such a System approach ro education is the assurance of: 
iM : Py 
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8 Total objectivity in decision mak ing 7 
= , bh. Fotul internal~ ‘consistency between successive action commitments 


ce. Tetal contral far sens ing, evaluating and correcting syhtem 
| Operations Cp. 19) a 
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) Extensive ose of the #2R made by the NRC Reneratad evidence that it did not 
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js nN . . 8 5 7 . 
b. 7% _addncss budget issues as thoroughly as might be expected, nor was it tetally ° 
possdble Co miintadn a syetems approach a ets On Ob leevd vary and control. 
~ 3 ie , "a 
The Right to Read manual, a ae as a problen- solving modes dows 
| i a> - 
address three essential ques thers which Seumueks, et. al. suggest must be 
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. 4a 
answered. for. effective problvmysolving: . . : 
,) ; 2 . oe 
/ . 
*‘.  . ]. Where are ve now? ” : os 5 
2. Where do we want to be? i oo : 
i 3. How can we get there? _ 
: oe 
. : ? . * 
| R (Schmuck, Runkel, Arends and Arends. Second Handbook 
= of Organizational Development in Schools. 1977) 
7 Certainly the ROR Pionndip: and Assesenent: Handbook waau ees the tools for 
. answering these key questions with the clarity and objectivity espoused by ‘ 
| | “og PPBS system; the model is highly systematic and rational. When solutions 
4 J } . Tage: ai 4 
a . > 4, ' ‘ . 
- .to a school problem can be identified primarily through the collection and , 
~ : % 7 : ‘ 
| : analysis of data, the R2R model is effective. Many school problems are, 
ey ~ however, more complex and multi-faceted than’suggested by system approathes; 


ly 


. ae F 
certainly the human aspect is'more complex 

. 4 
“Ay key isgue is the degrees to which the rational problem-solving 
paradigm...is pertinent to school improvement. In light: of the 
fap between tenets of the rational paradigm and the. behavior of 
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x . ’ 
’ people in schools as they define and deal with their day-to-day 
reality, it seems critical that’ (linking approaches) be invest- 
igated that build more closely on the way effective school-based 
= peaple actually do solve educational problems, rather than on 
normative ideas about how problems should be .solved." (Moore, . 
Relmont Conference Report, 1977. p.17) : 
~ : 
‘| ‘ An early attempt by NRC personnel to summarize learnings about the use’ 
_ of the ROR pracess resulted in the identification of several basic discrep- 
al apeies between assumptions made by the R2R model and the behavior ef people 
Y . . . . . 
| | in schools. The peneral conclusion drawn at that time (July, 1977) was 
: ,that the reasons envisioned by R2R for participation are frequently neté 
. \ r : 0 
those held by the schdel. School-based reasons seemed to be more related 
nf) to secio/pelitical for economic) factors than to commitment to instructional 
| : ” 
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- than had been identified initially. Factors such as awareness, readiness 
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-fmprovement. Further analysis of experiences with schools over the , . 


,duration of the project indicated that the issues were far more complex 
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3 
. e 


and the match between school needs and tha as&istance being provided all> + 
‘ » : 


impact+on school improvement efforts. Po : 
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Although the work done at that early meeting -was somewhat unfocused, 


it provided a starting point for the emergence of one-of the major 
. Sed 
learnings of the NRC -- the importance of the role of philosophies and 


values in instructional improvement efforts. 


. 


"Decision-making of any kind...ig difficult when those involved) 
hold different values about the purposes of education and the 
ways ofschooling. It is all the more difficult when organiz~ 
ation members are unaware of these differences and their a 
influence on the way in which collaborative work is carried 

~ + out." (Schmuck, Runkel, Arends and Arends; 1977, p.352) 
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‘The necessity for including processes that permit exploration of the varying °* 
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educational values that may surtound the problem-solving process is a 


. » . ‘ ~ ; 
recommendation that comes out clearly in NRC summaries of. learnings. These, 


* x 


learnings suggest that philosophical variations may occur within at least 
« . 


= a 


three areas in’ instructional improvement efforts: 
. a 
‘* Pragedures for improving instructional programs 
e Characteristics of an optimum instructional program 
e Usefulness ae ce development outcomes and accessibility 
of such jinformatgon a 


* r 


Moore (Belmont Conference Report, November, 1977) supports the finding 
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that so-called rational gesigns for problem-solving cannot be considered 
a 
7 . y . - . 
“value-neutral.'' He podnts out that those.who advocate that schools get 


involved in rational problem-solving processes "are advocating a specific 


change in the way a school, school community or school district makes 
; ‘ = + 
decisions {and that) that may or may not have beneficial effects for these 
. : on : > ? 


client system." A particular problem-solving model may in itself be an 

innovation for a school -- a “solution” to a "problem" at least to those 
‘ x ‘ 
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‘efforts have led to the generalization Huet group problem-solving is a- 
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eho philosophically support rhat type of approach. The implications of 
: : ; 2 7 2 
i ‘ 
dntrodnecing a type of decisfon-making than may, at Teast Initdally, impede 


” the instructional improvement efforts of a particular school that, has 


—_ \ oan es * 
previously made effective changes via some Qjher approach need to be 
carefully considered. 
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x 7 <8 
NRC experiences with schools involved in instructional improvement 
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complex process which must be used flexibly and adaptively. School problems 


and, therefore, improvement efforts are multi-dimensional in nature. There 


is a need for processes that permit: 
: <d ae 


" —, Analysis ef both ‘Con teave and affective aspects of the problen, 


e Consideration of the several social- “psychological levels at 
which the problem exists, and 


e Recqgnktion thar a multi-deterpined -Prebiem may require multiple 
solutions i 8 Z 


; (Schmuck, et. al., 1977) ~ ; ee 


-If the Right to Read model is: supplemented with such processes, then findings 
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” 4 : , ° ce ; rey 
of the NRC suggest that it can be an effective mechanism for exploring 
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res@grch and development outcomes as a a instructional iuprdveneac: 
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| 2° eee a APPENDIX A , * 


a Checkpoints for Northwest. Reading Consortium 
e (Documentation points - each site) ~ > >: ; ~ 
| . ; 7 
t : . 
: Checkpoint 1: Selection and commitment of site + 
" a” . ~ o 
; Checkpoint 2: Orpanization of building task foxnce 
. ~ ? . , ; . 
. Checkpoint 3: Initiation ef task force meetings and determination of 
| " target group . ; 
‘ . . a . . 2 
~o- 5 -' Checkpoine 4: Completion of assessment procedure : 
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Checkpoint 5: Problem identification completed; statement of critical, 


er priorities * \ 1 . 
Checkpoint 6: Development of site-specific problem statement and estab- 
: _ © § lishing ‘ef goals and objectives a 


. m me ~ 


Checkpoint 7: Research and Development Outcomes reviewed; statement of 


rd 


unresolved needs. . - 
z Checkpoint (8: CompletioA of implementation planning . . 
. a 4 Y * » ; e 
Checkpdint 9: Installation of R & R outcomes 
Do ™~ : 
“ Checkp#int 10: Management activities (monitoring installation) . 
« . * : ‘rs - ° . - . . » 
Checkpoint 11: Monitoring implementation progress ’ 


Checkpoint 12: ' Evaluating program improvements 
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All checkpoints include related RoR charts and a “Climate for ‘ 


instructional Improvement” survey.  , 
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a. The school/district has a real need 
“and commitment to strengthen the 
reading. program. 


ry 


* > ? 
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by. All scheol personnel have the desire 
and motivation: to improve the reading 
progran. ; 
There is sufficient payoff for teachers 
that they want to be involved. 


‘ - 


_ All personnel support this (R2R). 
* process for making changes. 


e. Teachers view themselves as developers 
of. curriculum. 


f. The Task Foree has access to all 
necessary information and has the 
knowledge and skills needed for 
implementing change. . 

The Task Forte has both decision making 
skill and decision making power. 


The R2R director for the distrfer 


has 
time, power and support to "carry the 
bagi<” . 
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An early attempt by “NRC personnel to summarize learnings about 
the use of the R2R process generated the following: list of discrepanties 
assumptions initially held about the use of this process and 


alternative observations of behaviors of peoplg in some schools. 
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"Real World" 


Statistical evidence of academic 
deficiency is needed to demonstrate 
to funding agencies that there is a 
reason for receiving MONEY. 
wr 

Becoming a "R2R District” is a way 
to keep up with other districts. 

. x 


The community is putting pressure on 
the district; this is a way to show 


_ responsiveness. 


The R2R movement is just like deel! 
the other federal programs;"" it is 
a waste of time because it won't 
make any difference. : 


Curriculum development is the 
responsibility of admifistrators. 


and instruc- 
real, but the 
goals does 
R2R model. 


Comnitment to reading 
tional improvement is 
process used to reach 
does not resemble the 


The R2R director for the district 
is frequently "powerless." 
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(NRC Staff meeting, Issaquah, July 1977) 
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